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This volume is the first of three volumes edited by Elisha Qimron present-
ing the text of nonbiblical Hebrew compositions found among the Dead Sea 
Scrolls. The first volume appeared in 2010, the second in 2013, and the third in 
January 2015. There are plenty of editions available that contain text and trans-
lation of the Dead Sea Scrolls, such as the official editions of Judaean Desert 
manuscripts, most of which were published in the Discoveries in the Judaean 
Desert (DJD) series; the Dead Sea Scrolls Reader, edited by E. Tov and D. Parry, 
mainly a reprint of the official DJD editions, of which a second revised two-
volume edition was recently published; the two-volume Dead Sea Scrolls Study 
Edition by F. García Martínez and E. Tigchelaar, of which a revision soon should 
appear; the multi-volume edition of the Princeton Theological Seminary Dead 
Sea Scrolls Project, headed by J. Charlesworth; the French multi-volume and 
multi-editor project La Bibliothèque de Qumran headed by K. Berthelot and 
T. Legrand, of which the first three volumes have appeared; the two German 
volumes Die Texte aus Qumran, by E. Lohse and A. Steudel. What then is the 
contribution of Qimron’s edition?
To begin with, unlike the above-mentioned editions, this is not a bilingual 
tradition. The first volume contains introductions in both English (translated 
from the Hebrew, but often lacking the precision of the Hebrew, e.g. in the dif-
ferent translations of דחיה תדע) and Hebrew, but the texts are presented only 
in Hebrew, without any translation, and the textual notes on readings are in 
Modern Hebrew. The second volume is entirely in Hebrew. These editions are 
intended for a non-specialist, educated Hebrew-reading audience, as is clear 
from the first volume’s general introduction to the scrolls and introductions to 
the individual texts. Whereas the above mentioned editions, as well as many 
translations into European (and some Asian) languages were available for 
many people outside Israel, this is the first comprehensive scrolls collection 
since the 1959 Haberman edition for an Israeli or Hebrew-reading audience. 
Unlike the above mentioned editions, but like some modern translations (e.g. 
the ones by G. Vermes and by M. Wise, M. Abegg, and E. Cook), Qimron does 
not present the texts according to their individual documents or manuscripts, 
but as a constructed work or composition, just as he did with the official edition 
of 4QMMT in DJD 10. This is the best way to present the texts to a non-specialist 
audience, but also for specialists this is extremely helpful, since this is the very 
first edition that presents, for example, all the textual material (excluding tiny 
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fragments) pertaining to the Damascus Document in a constructed coherent 
sequence that approximates what the text would have looked like.
Whereas some of the editions mentioned above are heavily dependent 
on, or mere reprints of the official editions, Qimron’s editions are based on a 
renewed examination of the photographs and fragments. Because Qimron is 
one of the world’s most experienced and sharp-eyed decipherers of the scrolls, 
he offers multiple new readings which in many cases are clearly superior to 
those of earlier editions. Any scholar who is working closely on the text of the 
scrolls should therefore consult Qimron’s editions and very seriously consider 
his readings. Oftentimes, improvements on earlier readings are briefly dis-
cussed in the footnotes. One needs to go systematically through all the editions 
and compare them to earlier ones, in order to appreciate the vast amount of 
independent work that has been spent on these editions. Often such improve-
ments could not have been made on the basis of the Plates in the DJD edi-
tions, but the availability of many old and new photographs on the Leon Levy 
website of the IAA (deadseascrolls.org.il) enables one now to look much closer. 
Thus, e.g., Qimron astutely corrects mistakes and improves inferior readings in 
the edition of the Cave 4 Damascus Document manuscripts. E.g., in 4Q270 6 iii 
17 he rightly corrects the reading of רוטת to רוטנת, and often he realizes that the 
remaining traces do not support the proposed readings, so that he proposes 
new ones, such as לח rather than לא in 4Q266 6 ii 4. New readings do not only 
arise from a careful reexamination of the fragments, but sometimes by joining 
new fragments, and questioning (as very little scholars in the field do) identi-
fications of fragments or joins that were made by earlier scholars like J. Milik 
and J. Strugnell (e.g., he correctly ignores two of the small fragments included 
in 4Q266 6 iii). At the same time, it is clear that no single scholar can produce 
a faultless edition, or solve all the problems. There are some clear typos, where 
letters and even words on the manuscripts have accidentally been lost in the 
process of making the edition. For example, S. Tzoref alerted me that in the 
transcription of 1QS 7:6 not only the waw of the first word והערב got lost, but 
also the entire word דחיב later in the same line. Other errors are more complex. 
For example, both in 1QM 8 and in 1QM 9 he reads as the last word of line 17 
הכרעמ. The fragment which on the photograph is placed at the end of col. 8, 
actually derives from col. 9. When the DJD series was completed many scholars 
thought that the editing of the scrolls had been completed. Yet, in many cases 
the DJD editions only were the first major attempt to make sense of multiple 
badly preserved fragments. Ever since, and in the years to come, continuous 
steps will be taken to solve problems and to improve our reading and arrange-
ment of fragments. A small example is 4Q266 6 iii, where the DJD editor (p. 58) 
did not recognize that לא in line 3 actually belonged to the previous column, 
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and therefore is the last word of 4Q266 ii 3 (just as Qimron reconstructed 
on p. 30!).
Even more than the many new readings, Qimron’s editions contribute to 
scholarship because he edits works, in a field of scholarship that was accus-
tomed to editions of documents. In this first volume, the task was not yet as 
daunting as in the second volume. This first volume contains editions of six 
works, the Damascus Document, the Thanksgiving Scroll, the War Scroll, the 
Temple Scroll, the Rule Scroll, and the Habakkuk Commentary, all of which have 
been well preserved in a specific scroll (and the Damascus Document partly in 
the Genizah pages) compared to other compositions. For each section of the 
composition, Qimron adopts a document as copy-text, and marks, through a 
system of colours and additional notes, preserved readings (and sometimes 
variants) of other documents, so that “all the copies of a single composition 
are combined” (xi). The idea of marking in some ways the readings of other 
documents within the copy-text is not innovative, and was already applied in 
diffferent ways (parentheses or different kinds of lines) in the DJD series. The 
use of colors is more helpful than such lines, but is less helpful where words 
are attested in more than two different documents. Such marking of textual 
parallels is not simply technical, but is often based on a critical and creative 
assessment of the possible positions of fragments within manuscripts, and 
whether and how the broken text of one fragment of a document might relate 
to the likewise broken fragment of a fragment of another document. Because 
of the fragmentariness of the material this often cannot be proven, but must 
be hypothesized on the combination of limited and varied evidence with plau-
sible combinations of existing words and constructions of lost readings. This 
is not new, and both Milik and Strugnell were masters in such constructions. 
Among the active scrolls scholars, Qimron together with Puech is the most 
technical and creative expert on the construction of works from fragments. 
Within scrolls scholarship there has been criticism of the extensive reconstruc-
tions of Milik, Puech, and Qimron, and with each of those scholars it can be 
demonstrated how their specific background and expertise has informed their 
reconstructions (e.g., Qimron is more prone to reconstruct phrases known from 
rabbinic literature). Nonetheless, it is clear that without this highly technical 
as well as creative work of combining fragments and supplying missing text, 
entire sections, such as the rules about skin disease in the Damascus Document 
could not have been retrieved.
The system of a more or less continuous copy-text, supplied by the rem-
nants of other documents, which are usually clearly indicated as such, would 
seem to create an edition of a work which incorporates the edition of manu-
scripts. Here, however, there are problems on different levels. Though Qimron 
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has a sharp palaeographical eye for the interpretation of the smallest traces on 
fragments, and is able to textually combine multiple fragments, he ultimately 
is interested in texts and language, and has less concern for material details 
of manuscripts. He constructs works, not documents. Only where the read-
ings of documents believed to be copies of the same work largely differ, he 
distinguishes between them, by placing variant editions on different pages 
(there was no need to do this on pp. 216-17). The lack of concern for a mate-
rial reconstruction appears from the continuous numbering of lines of the 
composition, even where the fragments of the manuscript are discontinuous 
(Qimron does note where the text is discontinuous). It also appears (especially 
in volume 2) in the overlooking of evidence with regard to the sequence of 
fragments. A more incisive issue is that due to the fragmentariness of the docu-
ments, the relation of the documents to a work is often unclear; this relation is 
not a given, but a scholarly construct. These two issues (materiality and rela-
tion of documents to a work) are both involved in Qimron’s innovative but 
much criticized edition of the War Scroll. Most of the Cave 4 documents called 
by their editor M. Baillet War Scroll have little textual overlap with the Cave 1 
War Scroll document. This might be an indication that there were highly vari-
ant literary editions or redactions of the War Scroll, a view which might be sup-
ported by the literary character of 1QM. Qimron does mention this possibility 
but hypothesizes that the text of the 4QM fragments fits in the lost lines of the 
bottom of the 1QM scroll. Such a hypothesis would, however, need to be sup-
ported by the material reconstruction of the 4QM documents, and a literary 
analysis of the resulting text.
The problem of the relation between document and work, much discussed 
by editors since the 1960s (is there a work outside existing physical texts?), has 
in Dead Sea Scrolls several aspects. First, our physical texts are so thoroughly 
fragmented that both the assignment of fragments to specific manuscripts, 
and the identification of documents as reflecting the same work is often uncer-
tain or mooted. A good example in this first volume are the five fragments of 
4Q365a which S. White and E. Tov separated from other 4Q365 fragments on 
textual grounds, not on material ones, and which Qimron here simply refers 
to as one of the Temple Scroll manuscripts, whereas other, materially and liter-
arily more plausible options are not considered. Second, this example of the 
Temple Scroll, illustrates more broadly the problem of the concept of a work 
(as distinct from the physical text in a document) in a literary culture which 
rewrote texts, and transposed literary units from one text to another whilst 
transforming them, or which simply abbreviated or expanded existing texts. 
Qimron, however, still embraces a traditional and outdated view of works as 
intentional compositions that exist (but how?) in multiple manuscrips. From 
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that perspective, he can use the individual manuscripts to reconstruct the 
composition. Thus, as an editor he takes a traditional view on the relation 
between work and document that is not only diametrically opposed both to 
modern literary scholarship and to developments in biblical and scrolls stud-
ies, but which also affects his editions of compositions in a sometimes prob-
lematic way. Does this mean that one should reject this aspect of Qimron’s 
editing, or perhaps the project of editing works altogether? In spite of my 
criticisms, I do not think so, as long as one understands Qimron’s editions for 
what they really are, namely as an attempt to create reconstructed texts. Such 
“reconstructed texts created by scholarly editors represent exemplary acts of 
reading by persons with specialized historical knowledge” (Tanselle). In cer-
tain respects, palaeographically and philologically, his historical knowledge is 
superb. Qimron has given the intended Israeli audience access to the scrolls. 
For scholars, Qimron’s editions are indispensable.
Eibert Tigchelaar
University of Leuven
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